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During the past few years libraries and newsstands have been flooded 
with monographs and periodicals depicting the progress of the Negro since 
he became a citizen in 1865. Many of these publications look backwards 
and see only the gains or progress from one decade to another without 
comparing this progress with the progress or gains of the white popula¬ 
tions. For the student of population problems and race relations, inter¬ 
ested in gaining an understanding of the dynamics of population change 
and structure this is a meaningless approach. 
Since the census was taken in i860, certain legal, social, economic, 
and demographic trends of non-white population have changed drastically. 
At this juncture in history, one chapter in the epic of the non-white 
population is ending and another is beginning. With political and 
social movements in the forefront, the non-white is on the move as never 
before. Profound changes have occurred and are in prospect in the years 
just ahead. 
The Problem.— What these changes have meant to the non-white popula¬ 
tion in the South is the central theme of this investigation. We are 
aware of the dynamics of the changes that have occurred during the past 
decade in the South, but there is much uncertainty as to the meaning of 
these changes as they affect the relative status of the non-white popula¬ 
tion in the United States. 
In national perspective, the Negro has made striking advances in the 
reduction of measurable racial differences. In a regional perspective 
1 
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an evaluation of racial differences in the South presents a more somber 
picture. The measurable differences in the South have been reduced, but 
the Negro as a group remains retarded. Moreover, the aspirations of 
Negroes and the problems of the nation have altered as great migrations 
have placed people from the fields and homes of the South into the city 
slums of the North, the South, the East, and the West. 
Since 19^0, the migrations of Negroes away from Southern agriculture 
have been the indispensable basis for adjustments within and outside the 
South. These migrations are complex in causation; their consequences are 
multiple. The major emphasis in this investigation will be placed on 
the phenomenon of migration in terms of the redistribution and transforma¬ 
tion of the Negro population. What has been the direction of the great 
migration from the South? How far has it gone and what are its prospects? 
These are major questions which will guide the investigation. 
In an attempt to glean the full impact of these questions, considera¬ 
tion must be given to the extent of Negro assimilation into the patterns 
and values of the larger society and to the extent of the persistence of 
the barriers to social mobility. To gain an insight into these phenomena, 
natural increase, education, income, and labor force participation will 
be analyzed in order to note the convergences. No attempt will be made 
to answer the larger questions of separateness and assimilation and of 
adjustment and disorganization. However it is anticipated that our find¬ 
ings will permit the raising of questions that have implications for 
research and action policy. 
Scope of the Problem.— This investigation will be concerned with 
population changes in nine Southern states. These states are Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
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South Carolina, and Tennessee. Kentucky and Virginia were originally 
included hut due to the unavailability of i960 census reports they were 
eliminated. The nine states included in the study are representative of 
what is commonly referred to as "The South." It has been in this region 
of the United States that the proportion of non-white population has been 
the highest and the struggle against prejudice, tradition, and persecu¬ 
tion has been the severest. An effort will be made at all times to re¬ 
late findings of "The South," where they are applicable, to the United 
States and to other regions. 
Data.— This investigation will rely heavily on information from the 
1950 and i960 censuses. In some instances, census volumes pertaining to 
specific areas of inquiry were not available and the investigator had to 
rely upon Current Population Reports of the Bureau of the Census. These 
reports are based on reliable samples. In other instances, population 
research monographs were utilized to take advantage of the classifications 
that generally are not available in census reports. In addition, special 
reports of governmental agencies, which give attention to special problems, 
are utilized. These sources of data allow for a high degree of accuracy 
and representativeness in the presentation of the findings. 
Review of the Literature.— During the past decade, research in the 
area of population has been the task of population research institutes 
such as these associated with the University of Chicago, Princeton Univer¬ 
sity, and the University of Pennsylvania. One of the best works on United 
States population is Population of the United States^ by Donald J. Bogue, 
^Donald J. Bogue, The Population of the United States (Glencoe, 
Illinois, 1959). 
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Associate Director of the Institute for Population Research at the Univer¬ 
sity of Chicago. In this monograph, Professor Bogue includes all 
aspects of population analysis (such as urban - rural, age, religion, 
race, sex, fertility, education, and labor force composition). It covers 
historical trends and recent changes in population characteristics to 
1958 and anticipates the results of the i960 census by the use of sample 
surveys and Census Bureau estimates. Also, included in this monograph is 
an analysis of fertility trends by Wilson H. Grabill. Grabill raises 
many questions concerning the explosive urban population and the economic 
status of minority groups. Perhaps, the importance of this work is in 
the area of analysis where Bogue set forth a wide range of propositions 
about American demographic patterns and social structure which are partic¬ 
ularly useful for the student of race relations. 
Another Important general monograph on the population of the United 
States is The Changing Population of the United States^ by Conrad and 
Irene Taeuber. The significance of this research is borne in the monu¬ 
mental task of summarizing a vast body of data about the changes which 
have taken place in the population of the United States during a l6o year 
period. The materials are organized in four logical parts. The first 
part is concerned with the numerical growth and distribution of the 
population of the American people and with projections to 1980. The 
present problem of immigration and internal migration, as well as changes 
in age and sex composition, is dealt with in this section. Part II is 
concerned with the social characteristics of the population; there are 
^"Conrad and Irene Taeuber, The Changing Population of the United 
States (New York, 1958). 
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chapters devoted to marital status, economic activities, and income. 
Part three deals with natural increase, consisting of one chapter on 
fertility and one chapter on mortality. Part IV entitled, "Conclusions," 
contains a chapter which attempts to trace some of the interrelations be¬ 
tween natural increase, immigration, and spatial distribution patterns. 
The final chapter deals with the future, briefly outlining the changes 
in the size and structure of the American population which now seems in 
prospect for the next twenty years. 
Perhaps, the most ambitious task undertaken during the past decade 
is represented in a monograph entitled Population Redistribution and 
Economic Growth, United States, 1870 - 1950.^ This project, sponsored 
by the Russell Sage Foundation, was undertaken at the University of 
Pennsylvania by Everett S. Lee, Ann R. Miller, Carol P. Brainerd, and 
Richard P. Easterling. This research endeavor has made a serious attempt 
to overcome limits in available socio-economic information. Basic 
reference tables and the techniques used in constructing correlation of 
demographic and economic variables are presented in a very useful form. 
The remainder of the monograph appears in four segments. The first 
segment presents a demographic series which is composed mainly of net 
migration estimates (by census survival ratios), state of birth data, 
and rural-urban population figures. These are the only series in the 
monogram subdivided by race and nativity. In spite of this shortcoming, 
it represents the sole monograph in which a long trend analysis of migra¬ 
tion by race is attempted. States are the units of presentation throughout 
■^Everett S. Lee, Ann R. Miller, Carol P. Brainerd, and Richard P. 
Easterling, Population Redistribution and Economic Growth, United States, 
1870 - 1950 "^Philadelphia, 1958). 
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the study. This is very important for the many comparisons and inter¬ 
relations to be made with the present study. On the whole this monograph 
offers a very promising basis for historical analysis of demographic and 
economic factors. 
Phillip M. Hauser, Director of the Institute for Population Research 
at the University of Chicago, presents a very scholary analysis of the 
dynamics of population changes in Population Perspectives.^ The contri¬ 
bution of this monograph is in Hauser's articulate analysis of the 
accelerating rate of population growth characteristic of the twentieth 
century and of the implications of this trend. The first portion of this 
study surveys a panorama of populations and living conditions around the 
world; the second discusses the American population in detail; and the 
final section considers the problem of urbanization in relation to the 
United States population. For this investigation, the questions raised 
by Hauser with reference to the effect of the tremendous out-migration 
of non-whites to metropolitan areas are most significant. 
The question of "what happens to the Negro when he migrates to an 
industrial center" is the central theme of the monograph by Otis D. and 
2 
Beverly Duncan. In their research on the Negro population of Chicago, 
they trace the course of Negro population growth and distribution from 
I9IC to 1950. Attention is given to the relative contributions of 
natural increase and of net migration to growth and to accompanying 
^Phillip M. Hauser, Population Perspectives (New Brunswick, New Jersey, 
I960). 
2 
Otis D. and Beverly Duncan, The Negro Population of Chicago (Chicago. 
1956). 
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changes in conposition. The main burden of the study is the incidence 
of change in different kinds of residential areas during the latest 
intercensal decade. In addition to the contribution to the study of race 
relations, this monograph presents many of the most useful operational 
concepts for the study of demographic and ecological processes. 
The contribution of Clyde V. Kiser in Fertility Trends and Differ¬ 
entials Among Non-whites in the United States^ is an attempt to relate 
the trends and differentials in the fertility of non-whites in the 
United States. He deals primarily with the Negro. The data presented 
on trends are based upon the annual registrations of births and deaths 
and fertility data available from the census of 1910» 1940, and 1950. 
The fertility differentials among non-whites are compared with that of 
whites. 
John D. Durand's Labor Force in the United States. 1890-196C£ pro¬ 
vides the student of population with a very good technical, statistical 
analysis of trends in the labor force in the United States, showing 
gradual increase in the labor force as a percentage of the total popula¬ 
tion despite the sharp decline in the percentages of young workers age 
14-19. A major contribution is his finding that this overall trend is 
due mainly to the tremendous increases in the percentages of women, ages 
20-64, in the labor force. 
With general reference to the economic aspects of the population, 
^Clyde V. Kiser, Fertility Trends and Differentials Among Non-whites 
in the United States (New York, 1958)* 
p 
John D. Durand, Labor Force in the United States, 1890-1960 (New York, 
1948). 
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the Conference on Economic Progress has published a very informative 
study entitled Poverty and Deprivation in the United States.’*' This 
study brings out the shocking fact that two-fifths of the nation is liv¬ 
ing in poverty and deprivation. The study utilized records of the United 
States Bureau of the Census and The Office of Business Economics to get 
the most accurate picture of the economic status of the nation. The 
findings somewhat confirm what students have suspected all the time, to 
wit, that the South has been and remains the poorest economic region in 
the United States, and that the Southern Negro, on the whole, lives in a 
condition of poverty and deprivation. The analysis is exhaustive; it 
attempts to relate poverty and deprivation with income, education, race, 
and geographical region. This is, perhaps, the best source of informa¬ 
tion presently available for students who are interested in changes in 
the relative status of the Negro. 
The monographs cited do not, in any sense, exhaust the literature 
pertinent to the study of non-white population changes in the United 
States. However, the cited references present adequate insight on popu¬ 
lation changes. 
"^Conference on Economic Progress, Poverty and Deprivation in the 
United States (Washington, D. C., 19^2). 
CHAPTER II 
GROWTH OF THE POPULATION 
Throughout its history, the population of the United States has been 
relatively heterogenous in its racial composition. It may he noted that 
Negroes made up almost a fifth of the population of the nation between 
1790 and 1830. After the latter date, with the continuation of white 
immigration and the cessation of the slave traffic, Negroes became a 
dwindling proportion of the total population, declining to around one- 
tenth of the total by 1930 (See Table l). They remained at this level 
■until World War II. The aftermath of World War II profoundly affected 
the distribution and growth of the Negro population. The white population 
of the nation has experienced a remarkable resurgence in growth rate that 
is appropriately described as explosive, but the Negro population is in 
the midst of a population explosion of even greater magnitude. 
Growth and Composition of the Population.— An examination of Table 
1 reveals that by i960 the non-white population of the United States (95 
percent Negro) had increased to 11 percent of the total-from 10.2 percent 
in 19^0 and 10.5 percent in 1950. This relatively small gain in the non¬ 
white population obscures the great difference between white and non-white 
rate of growth between 1950 and i960. For during the ’fifties the non¬ 
white population increased by almost 2.9 percent per year as compared 
with an 1.8 percent increase for the white population. The non-white 
population growth rate, 60 percent greater than the white, has risen, 
then, to the point at which a doubling in total non-white population is 
achieved in about 25 years. By 1980, if the trend continues, non-whites 
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TABLE 1 
POPULATION OF CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES, BY RACE AND NATIVITY, 
SELECTED YEARS, 1850-1950, AND PROJECTIONS I96O-I98O* 
Year 











1850 23,192 17,313 2,241 3,639** 100.0 74.6 9*7 15.7 
1900 75,995 56,595 10,214 9,185 100.0 74.5 13*4 12.1 
1930 122,775 96,303 13,983 12,488 100.0 78.4 11.4 10.2 
19^0 131,669 106,796 11,419 13,454 100.0 81.1 8.7 10.2 
1950 150,657 124,781 10,l6l 15,755 100.0 82.8 6.7 10.5 
Projections*** 
I960 180,126 149,426 io,4oo 20,300 100.0 82.9 5.8 11.3 
1970 213,810 177,837 10,500 25,473 100.0 83.2 4.9 ll.S 
1980 259,981 216,181 10,750 33,050 100.0 83.2 4.1 12.7 
**Negro only 
***Population projections based upon assumption 1955-57 level of fertility would be maintained and upon 
the assumption net immigration will be between 200,000 and 300,000 per year. 
♦Sources: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Population: 1950» Vol. II, Part I (Washington, 
D. C.,.1953), pp, 1-88, and Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 187 (November, 1958), P* lo; 
Donald J. Bogue, The Population of the United States' (Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1959)# PP* 761- 
771 (for projections by race and nativity). 
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may total 33 million as contrasted with 15-8 million in 1950 and some 
20 million in i960.1 Thus, "between 1950 and 1980, the non-vhite population 
of the United States will increase hy a number greater than the total that 
it achieved in the first l6o years of the nation's history.^ 
The foreign-born white population constituted 9*7 percent of the 
total population when it was first reported in the Census of 1850. 
Foreign-born whites rose to a maximum of 13.4 percent of the total in 1900 
and have since been a decreasing proportion of the population. It is ob¬ 
vious that with the passage of the immigration exclusion acts in the 1920's 
and the reenactment of restricted immigration provisions by the immigra¬ 
tion and Nationality Act of 1952* the foreign-born will become a decreas¬ 
ing element of the population in the decades ahead. 
The pattern of regional growth in the United States has tended to 
follow the pattern of growth for the nation as a whole. The New England 
states grew rapidly during the early part of the nineteenth century under 
the impact of developing industrialization; but they experienced reduced 
rates of growth during the latter half of the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. The Kid-Western states, expanding rapidly during 
the latter part of the nineteenth century, slowed down in rate of growth 
to about the national average during the first half of this century. The 
West, the newest part of the nation, is still experiencing phenomenally 
rapid growth. The South, relatively slow in economic development, has 
lagged in the rate of growth. It is now beginning to show signs of rapid 
Mauser, op. cit., p. 58. 
^Ibid., p. 60. 
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metropolitan area expansion, even though some Southern states, because of 
rural out-migration, are faced with actual population decline. 
Everett S. Lee in a study of population growth and distribution indi¬ 
cated that during the first three decades of our national history the 
llorth and South were about equal in size and grew at the same rate. 
After that period, however, the North, under the impact of industriali¬ 
zation, rapidly outstripoed the South in rate of development and growth, 
and by 1870 the North was about double the size of the South. 
An important part of the differences in the rate of growth for 
various sub-divisions of the United States is attributable to internal 
migratory movements. Internal migration is a major point of interest for 
this investigation. It is, in the main, the mechanism by which population 
and economic opportunity are equated. By this, it is meant that popula¬ 
tion tends to move from places of lesser opportunity to places of greater 
opportunity. As far as internal migratory movements can be reconstructed, 
the major streams of migration since 1870 were Westward and Northward and 
2 
toward Florida and the Gulf Coast. Of the great increases in internal 
migration between 1870 and 1950* over one-third of the increase occurred 
between 19^0 and 1950 
The growth of the non-white population in the United States during 
the past ten years is reflected in Table 2. This table gives the non-white 
1Lee et al., op. cit., p. *103. 
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ST ATE-BY-STATE BREAKDOWN OF NEGRO POPULATION IN i960 
AIJD 1950, NUMERICAL AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE* 
State i960 1950 Change Percent 
Alabama 980,271 979,617 654 .067 
Alaska 6,771 * * * * 
Arizona 43,403 25,974 17,429 67.IO 
Arkansas 388,787 426,639 -37,852 -8.87 
California 883,861 462,172 421,689 91.28 
Colorado 39,992 20,177 19,815 98.2 
Connecticut 107,449 53,472 53,977 100.9 
Delaware 60,888 43,598 17,090 39.19 
District of Columbia 4H,737 280,803 130,934 46.63 
Florida 880,186 603,101 277,085 45.94 
Georgia L, 122,596 1,062,762 59,934 5.64 
Hawaii 4,943 ** *-* 
Idaho 1,502 1,050 452 43.04 
Illinois L,037,470 645,980 391,490 60.60 
Indiana 269,275 174,168 95,107 54.60 
Iowa 25,354 19,962 5,662 28.36 
Kansas 91,445 73,158 18,287 24.99 
Kentucky 215,949 201,921 14,028 6.95 
Louisiana L,039,207 882,428 156,779 17.77 
Maine 3,318 1,221 2,097 172.00 
Maryland 518,410 385,972 132,438 34.31 
Massachusetts 111,842 73,171 38,671 52.85 
TABLE 2 (cont’d) 
State I960 1950 Change Percent 
Michigan 717,581 442,296 275,285 62.24 
Minnesota 22,263 i4,022 8,241 58.77 
Mississippi 915,743 986,494 -70,751 7.17 
Missouri 390,853 297,088 93,765 31.56 
Montana 1,467 1,232 235 19.07 
Nebraska 29,262 19,234 10,028 52.14 
Nevada 13,334 4,302 9,182 213.4 
New Hampshire 1,903 731 1,172 160.32 
New Jersey 514,375 318,565 170,310 53.46 
New Mexico 17,063 8,4o8 8,655 102.93 
New York 1,417,511 918,191 499,320 54.38 
North Carolina 1,116,021 1,047,353 68,668 6.56 
North Dakota 777 257 520 202.33 
Ohio 786,097 513,072 273,025 53.21 
Oklahoma 153,034 145,503 7,581 5,21 
Oregon 13,133 11,529 6,6o4 57.28 
Pennsylvania 852,750 638,485 214,265 33.56 
Rhode Island 18,322 13,903 4,429 31.86 
South Carolina 829,291 822,077 7,2i4 .88 
South Dakota l,ll4 727 387 53.23 
Tennessee 536,876 530,603 56,273 10.61 
Texas 1,187,125 977,458 209,667 21.45 
Utah 4,I48 2,729 1,419 51.99 
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TABLE 2 (cont'd) 
State i960 1950 Change Percent 
Vermont 519 443 76 17.15 
Virginia 816,258 734,211 82,047 11.17 
Washington 43,738 30,691 18,047 58.80 
West Virginia 89,378 114,867 -25,489 -22.19 
Wisconsin 74,546 28,182 46,364 164.51 
Wyoming 2,183 2,557 - 374 24.02 
*3ource: U. S. Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
1950 and i960. 
**Not a State in 1950. 
- Denotes a loss in population. 
population for all states and the District of Columbia for 1950 and i960 
with the numerical and percentage change. As has been indicated pre¬ 
viously, the national population growth has been greatly affected by the 
pattern of internal migration. Table 2 indicates very vividly that the 
greater population increases are in the West, North Central, Northeast, 
Florida, and toward the Gulf of Mexico. This is manifested by the per¬ 
centage increases of 91*28 for California, 98*2 for Colorado, and 67.10 
for Arizona in the West. Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan showed percent¬ 
age increases of 60.6, 54.6, and 62.24, respectively for the North Central 
states while Florida had an increase of 45*4 percent. These trends indi¬ 
cate that the non-white population is increasing more rapidly in the more 
heavily industrialized regions of the United States. The Northeastern 
states similarly experienced an appreciable increase in non-white population 
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during the past decade. Three states, Arkansas, West Virginia, and Wyoming 
experienced a loss in the proportion of non-white population for the same 
period. Again, it may he speculated that the loss is related directly 
to the existing economic opportunity of the respective regions. 
With reference to the nine Southern states, the trend indicated an 
increase in population for whites in all states with the exception of 
Arkansas; whereas, the non-white population showed gains in all states with 
the exception of Arkansas and Mississippi. Table 3> which indicates the 
population changes for whites and non-whites in the nine Southern states 
cannot be understood fully unless Table 4 is also taken under considera¬ 
tion. The data of Table 3 reveals increase or decrease in the population 
by race for the period 1950-1960; Table 4 reveals the changes, by race, 
in the proportion of the population. At times the data from the two 
tables will be referred to simultaneously. 
As stated in the above paragraph, the white population revealed an 
increase in eight of the nine states under investigation. The highest 
was Florida which almost doubled her white population over the ten year 
period. The remaining states showed moderate gains of 25.11 percent for 
Louisiana, 19.17 percent for Georgia, 20.62 percent for South Carolina, 
14.34 percent for North Carolina, 10.54 percent for Alabama, 8.55 percent 
for Tennessee, and 6.54 percent for Mississippi. For the non-white popula¬ 
tion, the trend reveals a pattern similar to the whites. Non-whites had 
an increase of 45.95 percent in Florida, 17.77 percent in Louisiana, 10.6l 
percent in Louisiana, 6.56 per cent in North Carolina, 5.64 percent in 
Georgia, 88 percent in South Carolina, and .067 percent in Alabama. A 
comparison of whites and non-whites reveals an increase of 22.70 percent 
for whites and 8.42 percent for non-whites. 
TABLE 3 
POPULATION FOB SELECTIVE SOUTHERN STATES BY RACE, I95O-I56O* 
States 
White Non-White 




















Arkansas 1472218 1395702 -76515 -5.15 426639 388787 -37852 -8.87 
Florida 2043218 4o6388l 2020663 58.89 603101 880187 277085 45.94 
Georgia 2364018 2817223 453205 15.17 1062762 1122596 59834 5.64 
Louisiana 1767799 2211715 443516 25.11 882368 1039207 156839 17.77 
Mississippi II80318 1257546 77228 6.54 986494 915743 -7075I -7.17 
North Carolina 2972977 3399285 426308 14.34 1047353 1116021 68668 6.56 
South Carolina 1285902 1551022 265120 20.62 822077 829291 7214 .88 
Tennessee 2743192 2977753 234561 8.55 530603 586876 56273 10.61 
Total 17895152 21957737 4062545 22.70 7341014 795897S 617964 8.42 
*Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. Characteristic of the Population, 1950-1960. 
TABLE 4 
POPULATION, SELECTED SOUTHERN STATES, 1950 AND i960, BY RACE, 
SHOWING COMPOSITION AND CHANGE BY PERCENT* 
States 1950 Percent i960 Percent 
Percent 
Loss or Gain 
Whites Non-White White Non-White White Non-White White Non-White White Non-White 
Alabama 2,065,778 ’ 979,617 67.8 32.2 2,283,609 980,271 70.0 30.0 2.2 -2.2 . 
Arkansas 1,472,218 426,639 77.5 22.5 1,395,703 388,787 78.2 21.8 .7 -.7 
Florida 2,043,218 603,101 77.2 22.8 4,063,881 880,186 80.6 19.4 3.4 -3.4 
Georgia 2,364,018 1,062,762 69.0 31.0 2,817,223 1,122,596 71.5 28.5 2.5 -2.5 
Louisiana 1,767,799 882,368 66.7 33.3 2,211,715 1,039,207 68.0 32.0 1.3 -1.3 
\-i 
Mississippi 1,180,318 586,494 54.5 45.5 1,257,546 915,743 57.9 42.1 3.4 
, CD 
-3.4 




South Carolina 1,285,502 822,077 61.0 39.0 1,551,022 829,291 65.2 34.3 4.2 -4.2 
Tennessee 2,743,152 530,603 83.8 16.2 2,977,753 586,876 83.5 16.5 -.3 .3 
Totals 17,895,152 7,341,014 63.1 27.0 "1,957,737 7,958,978 65.02 24.53 13.8 -18.8 
♦Source: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population for Selected States, 1950 and i960. 
Minus (-) denotes a decrease in the proportion of the population in I960. 
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Prior to World War II, the South maintained an almost even population 
Mance between whites and non-whites. Since that time an increased rate 
of out-migration on the part of Negroes has caused many changes in the 
racial balance. All states evidenced an increase in the proportion of 
whites in the total population with the exception of Tennessee (Table 4). 
South Carolina had the highest increase with 4.2 percent followed by 
Florida and Mississippi with percentage gains of 3*4. The remaining states 
Georgia, Alabama, North Carolina, Louisiana, and Arkansas showed percentage 
increases of 2.5, 2.2, 1.4, 1.3* and .7, respectively. Tennessee evi¬ 
denced a decrease of .3 percent in the proportion of white population. 
Similarly, all states evidenced a decrease in the non-white population with 
the exception of Tennessee which had a gain of .3 percent. The percentage 
decreases for non-whites are almost the same as the percentage increases 
for the white population in the states under investigation. 
The Migrations.— To gain a clearer insight into the changes in the 
racial population composition, it is necessary to consider migration of 
Negroes from the South to the North and West and to consider the relation 
of migration to population growth in selected areas. The changes in popu¬ 
lation composition may be explained effectively by raising questions rather 
than by attempting simple answers or generalities that have little signifi¬ 
cance either at the national or regional levels. 
A major analysis of the interstate migrations of Negroes in the eighty 
years from 1870 to 1Ç50 is part of the Study of Population Redistribution 
undertaken at the University of Pennsylvania under the direction of Dorothy 
Swaine Thomas and Simon Kuznetsk Data on migration in intercensal periods 
^Dorothy Swaine Thomas and Simon Kuznets, Study of Population Redistri- 
bution (Philadelphia, 1957)» Vol. I. 
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and tabulations of place of birth by place of residence, as published in 
the first volume of that study, are used here in an analysis of the exodus 
from the five Southern states having the largest Negro populations and 
the influx into the five Northern states having the largest Negro popula¬ 
tion. The Southern states -- Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
and Virginia—had a Negro Population of 4.5 million in 1910 and 4.6 million 
in 1950.^ The five Northern states — Illinois, Michigan, New York, Ohio, 
and Pennsylvania—had a Negro population of 566 thousand in 1910 and 3*2 
million in 1950. These five states absorbed half of the increase in the 
Negro population in the nation. Another fifth was absorbed in California, 
Florida, and Texas. The five Southern states with the largest Negro popu¬ 
lations absorbed little more than three percent of the total national in¬ 
crease in the Negro population. 
In the decade from 1940 to 1?50, the Negro population of the five 
Southern states declined slightly, while the five Northern states absorbed 
54 percent of the Negro national population increase 2.2 million. Another 
22 percent of the increase of the decade went to California, Florida, and 
Texas. 
Table 5 suggests that migration, in the last forty years, has been 
persistent and continuing. There have been movements in and out of each 
of the states and each group of states in the nation, but the net migration 
of each decade has involved consistent losses for the five Southern states 
and consistent gains for the five Northern states. The losses in the 
population aged 10 and above in the Southern states amounted to 9.1 percent 
in 1919-1920, l4.1 percent in 1920-1930, 6.4 percent in 1930-1940 and 18.9 
h ■ee et al., op. cit 
TABLE 5 
NET MIGRATIONS OF NEGROES BY AGE, FIVE SOUTHERN AND FIVE NORTHERN 
STATES, 1910 TO 1950 (PER 1,000 MID-POINT POPULATION) * 




10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65 and 
over 
Five Southern States: 
1910-1920 -91 -39 -121 -162 -l4 0 
1920-1930 -l4l -83 -l 66 -218 -45 -33 
1930-19Î10 -64 -31 -85 -92 -19 -24 
19-40-1950 -189 -i4o -211 -288 -108 -7 
Five Northern States: 
1910-1920 483 316 780 599 122 53 
1920-1930 502 4)17 788 613 129 116 
1930-1940 153 96 280 ’ 195 32 51 
1940-1950 346 361 451 493 132 24 
*3ource, numbers of migrants and mid-period population for states: Lee, Everett S., et. al., Popula¬ 
tion Redistribution and Economic Growth, United States, 1070-1930» Vol. 1, Methodological Consider¬ 
ations and Reference Tables, Philadelphia, The American Philosophical Society, 1953* Reference Table 
P-1. 
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percent in 1940-1950. 
Rates of loss for the entire population aged 10 and above fail to 
protray fully either the extent of the our-migration or its impact on the 
populations that furnished migrants and those that received them. Prior 
to 1940, net movements were negligible among the aged and slight among 
children and those aged 45 to 64. In the forties, there was an increase 
in the rates of net migration among those in the central productive ages, 
and an extension of the losses downward into the childhood ages and up¬ 
ward into the ages prior to old age. The net losses of the single decade 
from 1940 to 1950 amounted to l4 percent at ages 10 to l4, 21 percent at 
ages 15 to 24, 29 percent at ages 25 to 44, and 11 percent at ages 45 to 
64. 
It is apparent that the loss of young adults and newly established 
families left the least productive populations in the South to carry on 
economic activities and to support children and the aged. At the same 
time, it transferred the future increase of a substantial portion of the 
Negro population from areas where the individuals had grown up to the 
areas in which they settled and worked. Major portions of the people who 
were trained in the Southern states became workers and parents in 
other areas. 
The movement into the five Northern states was so great that major 
proportions of the Negroes living in these states were recent migrants. 
From 1910 to 1920 and from 1920 to 1930, the net migration of Negroes in 
the productive ages from 25 to 44 amounted to three-fifths of this mid¬ 
period population. From 19^10 to 1950, net migration accounted for half 
of the mid-period population. Also, in these five Northern states, most 
of the Negroes in the labor force were migrants and most of the women were 
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of childbearing aces. A major portion of the children either had been 
broucht as migrants from the South or had been born in the North to recent 
migrants from the South. 
The cumulative inpact of the great migrations is seen in the differ¬ 
ences between the states of birth and the states of residence of the Negro 
in the South and the North in the period, 1870-1S10 (see Table 6). The 
number of non-whites born in Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, or 
Virginia was 2.4 million in 1870, 4.9 million in 1910, and 6.4 million in 
1950* The number of non-whites born in one or another of these states and 
living outside it increased slowly from 439 thousand in 1870 to 755 
thousand in 1910. Then it shot upward to 2.1 million in 1950. In the 
single decade from lç4o to 1950, the number of non-whites who were natives 
of the five Southern states increased 9*0 percent. The number resident in 
the state of birth increased 39*8 percent. 
Some of the 2.1 million people who had left the state of their birth 
had moved to another Southern state, but more than four-fifths of them had 
moved to Illinois, Michigan, New York, Ohio, or Pennsylvania. Illinois 
had 10.6 percent of the migrants from Alabama, 10.4 percent of those from 
Louisiana and 27*1 percent of those from Mississippi. New York had 11.3 
percent of those from Georgia and 23.2 percent of those from Virginia. 
Ohio had 17.1 percent of those from Alabama and 11.8 percent of those from 
Georgia. 
The increasing non-white population of the five Northern states was 
a product of the cumulation of migrants, plus the birth of children to 
persons already in the North. 3o persistent was the migration, however, 
"^Taeuber and Taeuber, op, cit., pp. 92-96. 
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TABLE 6 
STATE OF BIRTH AND STATE OF RESIDENCE, NON-WHITE POPULA¬ 
TIONS, PARTS OF THE SOUTH AID THE ITOSTE,* 
1870 TO 1950 
A. Exodus of Non-whites from five Southern States 
Year 
Ponulation (in 000's) 
Percent of those 
born in state 
resident outside it 
Born in 
the state 
Place of Residence 
In the State Outside 
1870 2,445 1,957 489 20.0 
1880 3,242 2,700 542 16.7 
1890 3,653 3,124 525 14.5 
1900 4,377 3,711 666 15.2 
1910 4,86l 4,106 755 15.5 
1920 5,068 4,082 936 19.4 
1930 5,567 4,n4 1,453 26.1 
1940 5,835 4,344 1,491 25.6 
1950 6,361 4,276 2,084 32.8 
B. In-migrant and Native- lion-whites in Five Northern States 
Population (in 000’c) Percent of the 
enumerated popula- 




Place of birth 




1370 223 127 96 22.8 
1880 295 177 118 4o.o 
1390 332 186 I47 44.2 
1900 456 220 236 51.7 
1910 558 251 307 54.9 
1920 876 256 580 66.2 
1530 1,597 485 1,112 69.7 
1940 1,5?2 715 1,207 62.8 
1950 3,O47 1,146 1,901 62.4 
*3ource: Based on, Lee, Everett S., et al., op. cit., Table P-3 
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that the percentage of persons horn outside the state of residence in¬ 
creased from one-fifth of the total in 1870 to one-half in 1ÇOO and seven- 
tenths in 1930. Since 1930 > a slight decline has resulted from the combi¬ 
nation of the reduced migration of the 'thirties and the sharp increase in 
non-white births in Northern cities in the 'forties. 
The impact of the non-white population changes cannot be analyzed 
fully without consideration of fertility and mortality along with the 
pattern of migration. Since natural increase(difference between fertility 
and mortality) will be treated in a following chapter, no attempt will be 
made at this point to develop the generalizations associated with changes 
in the population. 
It has been noted that migration removed most of the natural increase 
from the South, but it scarcely touched the great base populations of the 
region. In relatif terms, the proportions of Negroes in the total popula¬ 
tions were declining in all the Southern divisions and increasing in all 
the divisions outside the South. In absolute terms, decline in the num¬ 
bers of Negroes occurred only in the East South Central division and only 
in the decade from lS?4o to 1950. The fundamental change in the Negro 
population was not the movement from South to North; it was the concentra¬ 





The death rates of Negroes have been sensitive indicators of the chang¬ 
ing position of the Negro in his region of residence and the nation,^- The 
average future lifetime of the newly born infant was 33.0 years in 1900 and 
63.2 years in 1956. This is almost twice the average lifetime in little 
more than a half century. The continuing advance in the expectation of 
life at birth and the narrowing differentials between whites and Negroes 
are told in the following table. 
TABLE 7 
EXPECTATION OF LIFE AT BIRTH* 
Year Whites Negroes Difference 
1900 ^7-6 33.0 l4.6 
1930 61.4 48.1 13.3 
1940 64.2 53.1 11.1 
1950 69.I 60.8 8.3 
1955 70.2 63.2 7.0 
1956 70.2 63.2 7.0 
*3ource: U. 3. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Health, 
Education, and Welfare Indicators, June, 1958. 
‘Taeuber and Taeuber, op. cit., p. 275. 
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The significance of the increase in the expectation of life at birth 
is seen readily in an examination of Table 8. Table 8 depicts the mor¬ 
tality rates per 1,000 population for nine Southern states by race, shov¬ 
ing gains and losses for IS50 and 1560. For the non-vhite population each 
state showed a decrease in the mortality rate, with the exceptions of 
Arkansas which increased .7 per 1,000 population and South Carolina which 
remained the same. The largest decreases were shown by Florida and 
Tennessee with -2.0 and 1.5 rates per 1,000 population, respectively. 
Georgia and Louisiana showed an appreciable decrease, evidencing mortality 
rates of -.9 and -.8 per 1,000 population. The remaining states, Alabama, 
Mississippi, and North Carolina also indicated decreases in mortality rates: 
-.4, -.4, and -.4 per 1,000 population, respectively. 
The white population, while e:xperiencing a lower mortality rate, does 
not reflect a decrease similar to the non-white population. Of the nine 
states examined, only Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina revealed a de¬ 
crease in white mortality rate per 1,000 population. These rates were -.2 
for Florida, -.2 for Georgia, and .11 for South Carolina. The remaining 
states, Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina and 
Tennessee revealed an increase in ,the mortality rate per 1,000 population. 
In comparing the white and non-white mortality rates over the ten 
year period, one finds that non-whites achieved a more appreciable decrease 
than did whites. However, the non-vhite rate remains appreciably higher 
than that of whites, /in analysis and explanation of this phenomena are 
understood better when examined with other variables which are related 
directly to life expectancy. This analysis will be undertaken after the 
presentation of fertility. 
Family and Reproduction Patterns.— The most abundant data on the 
TABLE 8 
MORTALITY RATES PER 1,000 POPULATION, NINE SOUTHERN STATES, BY PACE 
BHCWING GAINS aND LCS3L3, I95O AND i960* 
States  1950  i960 Gains and Losses 
White Non-White Total White Non-White Total White Non-White Total 
Alabama 7.5 11.4 8.8 7.8 11.0 8.8 .3 -.4 0.0 
Arkansas 7.5 10.1 8.1 9.0 10.8 9.4 1.5 .7 1.3 






 9.7 9.0 -.2 -2.0 - .6 
Georgia 7.6 11.6 8.8 7.4 10.7 8.4 — .2 -.9 -.4 
Louisiana 7.6 11.5 8.8 7.9 10.5 8.7 .3 -.8 -.1 
Mississippi 8.1 11.3 9.5 8.5 10.9 9.5 .4 -.4 0.0 
North Carolina 6.8 10.0 7.7 7.3 9.6 7.9 .5 -.4 -.2 
South Carolina 7.3 10.4 8.5 7.2 10.4 8.3 -.1 0.0 -.2 
Tennessee 8.2 12.9 8.9 8.4 11.4 8.9 .2 -1.5 0.0 
Total Rate 7.73 11.18 8.74 8.03 10.55 8.76 .3 - .63 -.02 
♦Source: Vital Statistics of the Divisions, 1950 and 1959» Rates computed with the assistance 
of the Statistical Section of the Georgia Department of Public Health, June, 1962. 
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familial behavior of Negroes are those on reproduction. Interpretations 
must be cautious, for Negro children are undercounted, and many are living 
with relatives other than mothers.^" Although vital statistics are incom¬ 
plete in many areas, in former times the registration of births and deaths 
was grossly deficient. Differences in birth rates or other measures of 
fertility, at given times, may measure either differences in reproductive 
behavior or differences in statistical reporting. Even so, the outlines 
of the developments are relatively clear. In 1850, the fertility of the 
Negroes was higher than that of the whites. In the latter half of the 
nineteenth century, the gap widened as the fertility of the whites declined. 
From the ’nineties of the last century to the great depression of the 
•thirties of this century, the fertility of non-whites seemed to be de¬ 
clining more rapidly than that of the whites. The Taeubers' suggest that 
the net result of the changes of a century was a lessening of the absolute 
differences between the color groups. The declining fertility of the 
Negro in terms of its social-economic and rural-urban differentials seemed 
the clearest of all evidences of the assimilation of the Negro into the 
2 
larger national culture. 
It is only in the last two decades that the fertility of Negroes has 
seemed to differ greatly from that of the whites. The rates in Table 9 
and 10 are indicative of the increasing gap between Negro and white births. 
From these rates it is apparent that in the period of rapid urbaniza¬ 
tion there was a sharp increase in the fertility of the Negroes. Clyde Kiser, 
Ï ” ' ’ 
Kiser, op. cit., p. 151. 
2 
Taeuber and Taeuber, op. eit., p. 251. 
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T.J3LE 9 
BIRTHS PER 1,000 TOTAL POPULATION* 
Year Whites IIon-TJhites 
1530 20.6 27.5 
1935 17-9 25.8 
19*10 18.6 26.7 
19*17 26.1 31.2 
1950 23.0 33-3 
1957 2*1.0 35.2 
♦Source: United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 
lITealth, Education and Welfare Indicators, June, 1958. 
TABLE 10 
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 15 TO 44* 
Year Whites Hon-Whites 
1930 87.1 105.9 
1935 74.5 98.4 
iç4o 77.1 102.4 
19*17 111.8 125.9 
1950 102.3 137.3 
1957 117.2 162.7 
♦Source: United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Health, Education, and Welfare Indicators, June, 1958. 
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on this point, has indicated that the rise in the fertility of the urban 
population is an outstanding phenomenon. This is due primarily to a de¬ 
cline in childlessness.^" The increase in the proportion of young married 
women who bear children probably is associated with improvements in health. 
Also, it may be that the northward and urbanward migrations in recent years 
have been less disruptive of family life than those of earlier years. 
Moreover, improved economic conditions and social advances may have re¬ 
duced the pressures of poverty that have been major factors in the limita¬ 
tions on births in the past. 
The discussion above has dealt primarily with reproduction on a 
national level. Now our attention will be directed to the selected Southern 
states. Table 11 is concerned with the birth rates per 1,000 population 
for nine Southern states, by race, showing gains and losses for 1950. On 
a national level fertility rates have shown an appreciable gain for whites 
and non-whites. However, an examination of Table 11 indicates a loss for 
whites and non-whites in the nine Southern states under investigation. 
For the white population, Arkansas and Tennessee led in the decrease in 
fertility with rates of -2.0 and -l.$ per 1,000 population, respectively. 
Alabama, South Carolina, and North Carolina followed with rates of -1.5, 
-1.5, and -1.4 per 1.000 popultion, respectively. Louisiana, by far, led 
the states in an attempt to maintain the previous fertility rate with -.2 
per 1,000 population. 
In comparison, the non-white population manifested a significantly 
higher fertility rate. It is very significant that Florida, which has 
shewn the highest decrease in mortality rates, also, manifested the highest 
"'"Kiser, op. clt.t p. 175» 
TaBLE 11 
BIRTH RATES PER 1,000 POPULATION, NINE SOUTHERN STATES, El RACE, 
SHOWING GAINS AND LOSSES, 1950-1960* 
States . is 90 I960 Gains and Losses 
White Non-White Total White Non-White Total White Non-White Total■ 
Alabama 23.9 33.4 27.0 22.4 31.7 25.2 -1.5 -1.7 -1.8 
Arkansas 22.4 28.9 23.9 20.4 31.3 22.8 -2.0 2.4 -1.1 
Florida 21.2 31.0 23.3 20.1 34.9 22.8 -1.1 3.9 -.5 
Georgia 23.8 32.7 26.5 22.6 30.7 25.0 -1.2 -2.0 -1.5 
Louisiana 25.2 31.1 28.5 25.0 34.1 28.0 -.2 -1.0 -.5 
Mississippi 23.1 37.8 29.8 22.3 30.9 28.0 • .8 -2.3 -1.8 
North Carolina 23.5 33.6 23.5 22.1 30.9 24.3 -1.4 -2.7 -1.7 
South Carolina 23.8 32.4 23.8 22.3 30.9 25.5 -1.5 -1.5 —1.6 
Tennessee 23.6 30.4 24.7 21.1 31.5 23.3 -1.9 1.1 -1.4 
Total Rate 23.38 32.81 26.33 22.10 30.16 24.98 -1.28 « ^ V -i.4i 
♦Source: Vital Statistics of the Divisions, 1950 and 1959» Rates computed with the assistance of 
the Statistical Section of the Georgia Department of Public Health, June, 1962. 
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increase in fertility with a rate of 3.9 per 1,000 population. On the 
contrary, Arkansas which had the highest increase in mortality manifested 
the second highest increase in the fertility rate with a rate of 2.4 per 
1,000 population. Tennessee was the only other state which indicated a 
gain in fertility-1-. 1 per 1,000 population. The remaining states, Alabama, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina indi¬ 
cated a decrease in fertility with rates of -1.7, -2.0, -1.0, -2.3, -2.7, 
and -1.5 per 1,000 population, respectively. In comparing whites and non¬ 
whites, the decrease for whites was far greater with a rate of -1.28 when 
compared with a rate of -.5 for non-whites. 
Low mortality and relatively high fertility have produced high rates 
in natural Increase in the non-white population. As indicated previously, 
this is the present trend for the non-white population. 
Population authorities suggest that a continuation of the age-specific 
birth and death rates of the year 1955 would result in the doubling of the 
non-white population each generation.'*’ Regardless of the prospect for the 
future, the Negro population is now increasing rapidly. The implications 
for the long run are a part of the larger question of the increase of the 
national population. There are immediate and direct Implications for 
Negroes and the communities in which they live. The ethnic group in which 
incomes are least adequate bears the larger burdens of dependent children 
and youth. 
Kiser, op. cit., p. I87. 
CHAPTER IV 
CONVERGENCES 
The past fifty year period has been one of extraordinary change. 
There was rapid and sustained economic growth due to the transition from 
the agricultural to the industrial and commercial society, the movement 
from widespread illiteracy to a model educational level in high school, 
the replacement of farm and village life by that of the city and metro¬ 
politan area, and the spread of the planned family throughout the social 
and economic classes. In most periods and in most characteristics, the 
change of pace has been swifter for the underprivileged peoples than for 
those who were initially most advanced. The measurable Negro and white 
trends are characteristically similar throughout any given time-period, 
but, in general and in most decades, the Negro trend line has moved rapidly 
enough to lessen the distance between the two races. With the previous 
generalization serving as a guide-line, several characteristics of the 
population will be examined in order to observe the effect of this change. 
Education.— Education has been the historic path to upward mobility 
among disadvantaged groups in American society whether they were natives 
1 
or immigrants. This seems to have been the case of Negroes and it is 
suggested that this assumption remains true. When slavery ended, prac¬ 
tically all American Negroes were illiterate. The percent literate rose 
2 
to two in each five in 1890 and then to more than half in 1$00. By 1950» 
•^This is a point of view generally held by most students of Race and 
Cultural Contacts. 
^Taeuber and Taeuber, cp. cit., p. 189 
34 
35 
nine in each ten Negroes were literate. The percentage of Negro youth 
ages 5 to 19 attending school increased from 1.9 percent in 1850 to 9.9 
percent in i860 and to 60.0 percent hy 1930» By 1950* the school attend¬ 
ance of Negroes approached that of whites at the elementary level, al¬ 
though racial differences had not been eliminated. The proportions of 
Negroes attending high school and college were far below those of whites. 
Additionally, grade retardation was most prevalent and severe among Negroes.^ 
The poor educational opportunities for Negro youth and the low educa¬ 
tional status of Negro adults have reflected the compounded disadvantages 
of region of residence, area of residence within the region, and racial 
2 
barriers. Present research indicates that as late as 1950, Negroes were 
less educated than whites in all regions of the country. When they moved, 
they transferred from one disadvantaged situation to another, but the new 
situation is one in which Negroes and whites alike are on higher levels of 
achievement. 
It has been indicated in Chapter II that the Negro migrants have taken 
their children from the rural South, where educational opportunities were 
least adequate, to the metropolitan areas of the North and West, where 
educational opportunities were more adequate. The effect of this shift 
is already apparent. Urban areas of the North and West offer greater 
educational advantages for both Negroes and whites alike. As Negroes take 
^Taeuber and Taeuber, on. cit., p. 198. 
2 
United States Bureau of the Census, "Employment of White and Non¬ 
white Persons: 1955*” Current Population Beports, No. 66 (Washington, 
15*56), P. 50. 
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advantage of better schooling, an upward trend may be perceived in income 
as a result of better preparation for higher positions in the labor force. 
The effects are already apparent. Undoubtedly, the consequence of higher 
educational attainment will be cumulative with each subsequent generation 
of Negroes realizing the importance of education and residing in areas with 
better educational facilities. 
Recent changes in the educational status of men and women aged 25 to 
29 in the labor force illustrate the process of Negro advancement. The 
median years of school completed by those in this age group in 1940 and 
in 1957 show a more rapid increase for non-whites than for whites (See 
Table 12). 
TABLE 12 
MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED FOR MEN AND WOMEN 
IN THE LABOR FORCE, AGED 25 TO 29> BY 
RACE AND SEX, 1940 AND 1957* 
Color and Sex 1940 1957 Increase 
White 
Male 10.5 12.3 1.8 
Female 10.9 12.3 i.4 
Non-white 
Male 6.5 9.4 2.9 
Female 7.5 10.3 2.8 
*3ourceî U. S. Bureau of the Census, "Educational Attainment : March, 
1957," Current Population Reports, p. -20, No. 77* December, 1957; 
Table A. 
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It is feasible to conclude that the social and economic difficulties 
of the Negro population at the present time are related to the low levels 
of education. Today the education of non-whites who are in the labor 
force is considerably poorer than that of whites (See Table 13). This is 
true of the nation and the South and it is true for the urban, rural non¬ 
farm, and rural farm populations in the nation and in the South. 
An examination of this table indicates that, entirely aside from 
racial comparisons, a major proportion of the Negroes of 1957 were ill 
prepared to work in an industrial economy at positions other than the 
bottom levels or to provide other than substandard living for their chil¬ 
dren without major community assistance. In the United States as a whole, 
44 percent of the non-white persons in the labor force had not completed 
the eighth grade or elementary school. For the South, this percentage was 
58. The median educational level of non-white men was 8.0 years in the 
United States, and 6.4 years in the South (3ee Table 13). 
If one compares the median school years completed by whites and non¬ 
whites in the Southern states under investigation (Table l4), several indi¬ 
cations for the present status and projections for the future status of 
non-whites are observable. What is obvious in these statistics is the 
fact that the Negro has made significant gains in each decade. The same 
analysis is applicable for whites which suggests that while the Negro is 
making tremendous gains in education, whites are too. This, of course, 
shows that the gap which has existed through the years in the South is be¬ 
coming larger in some Southern states. This inference is substantiated by 
noting the difference between whites and non-whites in 1950 and comparing 
with the difference of i960. Florida and Arkansas were the only states 
that evidenced a decrease in the difference in median school years completed. 
TABLE 13 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF PER30N3 IN THE LABOR FORCE, 1957* 
Variable 




Highest grade completed, percent distribution 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Elementary: Below 5 4.3 21.2 7.3 30.3 
5-7 9.5 22.9 i4.4 27.5 
0 16.3 12.0 12.2 8.7 
High School 1-3 19.0 19.3 19.6 15.6 
4 30.8 i4.8 27.0 9.8 
College 1-3 9.0 3.9 9.0 2.4 
4 9.7 3.4 5.2 3-5 
Not Reported 1.2 2.6 1.2 2.2 
Median year of school completed 
Males 11.5 8.0 10.6 6.4 
Urban 12.0 8.8 12.0 7.5 
Rural non-farm 11.5 6.5 10.4 5.5 
Rural farm 8.8 5.9 8.4 3.9 
Females 12.2 8.9 12.2 8.0 
Urban 12.2 5.6 12.3 8.9 
Rural non-farm 12.2 7.2 12.1 6.8 
Rural farm 11.4 6.5 11.0 6.5 
LO 
o> 
♦Source: U. 3. Bureau of the Census, "Educational Attainment of Workers: March, 1557," 




MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS COMPLETED, SELECTED SOUTHERN 
STATES, BY Put CE, SHOWING GAINS AND 
DIFFERENCES, 1950 AND i960* 
States 
White Non- White Gains Différé pce 
1950 i960 1950 IS 60 White Non-White 1950 I960 
Alabama 8.8 10.2 5.4 6.5 1.4 1.1 3.4 3.7 
Arkansas 8.7 9.5 5.6 6.5 .8 .9 3.1 3.0 
Florida 10.9 11.6 5.8 7.0 .7 1.2 5.1 4.6 
Georgia 8.8 10.3 4.9 6.1 1.5 1.2 3.9 4.2 
Louisiana 8.8 10.5 4.6 6.0 1.7 1.4 4.2 4.5 
Mississippi 9.9 11.0 5.1 6.0 1.1 .9 4.8 5.0 
North Carolina 8.6 9.8 5.9 7.0 1.2 1.1 2.7 2.8 
South Carolina 9.0 10.3 4.8 4.9 1.3 1.1 4.2 4.4 
Tennessee 8.6 9.0 6.5 7.5 .4 1.0 2.1 1.5 
States 9.12 10.24 5.4O 6.50 1.12 1.1 3.72 3.74 
♦Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Characteristics of the Population, 
1950 and i960. 
The significance of these findings on educational attainment are made 
meaningful when they are related to the findings on labor force participa¬ 
tion and median income. 
Labor Force Participation.— It is generally held that there are close 
associations between levels of education and occupational concentrations 
In this section we will examine the labor force participation, by race, 
in the selected Southern states. It has been mentioned previously that 
’Taeuber and Taeuber, op. cit., p. 217 
the non-white population has decreased in proportion to the white popula¬ 
tion over the past decade. Similarly, the trend is the same with reference 
to labor force showing a white increase from 71*55 percent in 1950 to 76.16 
percent in i960, an increase of 4.Cl percent. 
An examination of the occupational classes is even more revealing. 
Professional, technical, and kindred workers showed 11.24 percent for whites 
in 1950# and 7*86 percent in i960, a decrease of 4.6l percent. For non¬ 
whites in the same occupational class, the proportion was .91 percent in 
1950 and 1.05 percent in i960, an increase of ,l4 percent. This indicates 
that for the period 1950 - i960, nonwhites showed a slight gain in the 
highest occupational classification and whites revealed a large decrease. 
Farm managers decreased in proportion for both whites and non-whites. 
For whites, there was a decrease from 11.24 percent in 1950 to 7*86 percent 
in i960, a decrease of 3*38 percent. For non-whites, there was a decrease 
from 4.84 percent in 1950 to 1.43 percent in i960. These decreases are 
associated with increased farm consolidation, farm mechanization, and the 
exodus of the farm population to areas of better economic opportunity. 
Managers, officials and proprietors, except farm, showed an increase 
from 7*09 percent in 1950 to 7*98 percent in i960 for whites and a decrease 
of *35 percent in 1950 to .27 percent in i960 for non-whites. Proportion¬ 
ally, there appears to be little change for this occupational class. The 
three occupational classes we have examined represent what is considered 
to be the upper income occupations. It is interesting to note that it is 
in these categories of job classification that the decrease seems to be 
more pronounced. One may consider possible reasons for the decrease of 
non-whites in these particular occupational classes. High in importance 
is the tradition of job discrimination in the South. And, more significant 
ill 
for the future of the South, non-white of upper educational status and 
income potential tend to migrate from the South to areas of greater oppor¬ 
tunity. Thus, Southern social and racial conflicts are reflected highly 
in its economy. 
The next two occupational classifications (Tables 15, 16, and 17) are 
considered the "white collar" jobs. Clerical and kindred workers and 
sales workers showed an increase over the ten year period for the white 
population. For clerical and kindred workers the increase was from 7*46 
percent in 1950 to 10.4l percent in i960, an increase of 2.95 percent. 
This represents the largest increase in any occupation for the decade. 
Sales workers increased from 5.82 percent in 1950 to 6.51 in i960, an in¬ 
crease of .69 percent. 
For non-whites, there was an increase in clerical and kindred workers 
from .27 percent in 1950 to .42 percent in 1560. However, sales workers 
decreased slightly from .23 percent in 1950 to .21 in i960. Negroes are 
not closing the occupational gap in this job classification. It is too 
early to observe the results of present programs to upgrade and to open 
new avenues of employment for Negroes. 
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers showed an increase from 9»50 
percent in 1950 to 11.62 percent for whites in i960. For non-whites the 
increase was almost neligible-l.l6 percent in 1950 to 1.21 percent in 
1560. This occupational classification is also a category in which non¬ 
whites have experienced considerable difficulty in entering. Poor educa¬ 
tional background has some relation to the lover occupational status, but 
one must recognize the presence of discriminatory practices in the train¬ 
ing and employment of non-whites in skilled occupations. 
Table 17 shows that the proportion of whites in the occupational class 
ij2 
TABLE 15 
DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED ITîrïCOIÏG BY MAJOR OCCUPATION 
GROUP, IIHIE SOUTHERN STATES, BY RACE, 1950* 
Percent 
All Occupations Unite | lion-white Total White ion-whit 
Total Employed 6333997 2519490 8858487 71.55 28.45 
Professional, Technical, 
and Kindred Workers 996082 80306 1076388 11.24 .91 
Farm ÎImagers 877996 428772 1306768 9.91 4.04 
Managers, Official, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 628463 31517 659930 7.09 .35 
Clerical and Kindred 
Workers 661382 24706 686088 7.46 .27 
Gales Workers 515708 20994 536702 5.82 .23 
Craftmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 841635 103382 945017 9.50 1.16 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 1247477 364205 1611682 14.08 4.11 
Private Household Workers 35210 378413 413623 .39 4.27 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 308213 263032 571245 3.47 2.96 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 170674 237030 407704 1.92 2.67 
Laborers, Except Farm 
and Mine 259602 377282 636884 2.93 4.25 




DISTRIBUTION CF EMPLOYED PEC301IS BY MAJOR OCCUPATION 
GROUP, NINE GOUTIHliN STATES, BY AACE, 1560* 
All Occupations 
Percent 
White Non-white Total White Non-white 
Total Employed 769606 2398075 10057681 76.16 23.84 
Professional, Technical, 
and Kindred Workers 790814 106222 897036 7.86 1.05 
Farm Managers 422430 144362 566752 4.20 1.43 
Managers, Official, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 803097 27602 830699 7.98 .27 
Clerical and Kindred 
Workers 1047749 42762 IO905H 10.4l .42 
Sales Workers 655604 20784 676383 6.51 .21 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 1169142 123432 1252574 11.62 1.22 
Operative and Kindred 
Workers 1569771 402524 I973295 15.60 4.01 
Private Household Workers 165809 467678 637487 1.68 4.64 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 460066 329643 789709 4.57 3.27 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 164891 268221 433112 1.63 2.66 
Laborers, Except Farm 
and Mine 267553 345096 612649 2.66 3.43 
*3ource: U. S. Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, i960. 
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TABLE 17 
PERCENTAGE LOA3 075 GAO FOC ALL OCCUPATION. J. CLA3SE3 
SELECTED SOUTHERN STATES, BY RACE, 1950 AND i960* 
Ail Occupations 
Total Employed 
Professional, Technical, and Kindred Workers 
Farm Managers 
Managers, Officials, and Proprietors, except Farm 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 
Sales Workers 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and Kindred Workers 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 
Private Household Workers 
Service Workers, except Private Household 
Farm Laborers and Farm Foremen 
Laborers, except Farm and Mine 










 • 1 
2.95 .15 
.69 — .02 
2.12 .06 









 . 1 
♦Source: Derived from Tables 10 and 11. 
of operatives and kindred workers increased slightly. For non-whites there 
was only a negligible decrease. 
Private household workers workers, the domain of non-white workers in 
the past, showed an increase in the proportion of whites who are now em¬ 
ployed in this category. The proportion of whites in this category in¬ 
creased from .39 percent in I95O to 1.68 percent in i960. The non-whites 
showed a slight increase of 4.27 percent in 1950 to 4.64 percent in i960. 
Service workers, except private household, showed increases for whites 
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and non-whites during; the decade. The proportion of whites increased 
from 3*47 percent in 1950 to 4.57 percent in i960, an increase of 1.10 
percent. The increase for non-whites was from 2.96 percent in 1950 to 
3.27 percent in lç6o-an increase of .31 percent. 
Farm laborers and farm foremen evidenced a decrease in the white and 
non-white proportions for the ten year period. The white proportion de¬ 
creased from 1.92 percent in 1950 to I.63 percent in 1960-a decrease of 
.6 percent. The non-white proportion remained practically the same, with 
a proportion of 2.67 percent in 1950 and 2.66 percent in i960. These 
findings are indicative of the trend toward the mechanization of agricul¬ 
ture and the migration of the population from farm areas. 
The final category, laborers, except farm and mine, e;cperieneed a de¬ 
crease in the proportion for whites and non-whites during the period, 1S50- 
1960. The white proportion decrease was from 2.93 percent in 1950 to 2.66 
percent in i960. For non-whites the decrease was from 4.25 percent in 
1950 to 3.43 percent in i960. The decreases, though slight, for whites 
and non-whites are indicative of a slight degree of occupational mobility. 
The reasons for this mobility may be found in better educational facilities 
and increased industrhlization which have taken place in the South. 
Findings on the labor force participation of whites and non-whites 
have been presented above. The occupational pattern which has been dis¬ 
cussed is similar for the selected states; thus a detailed description is 
not deemed necessary at this point.'1’ There are, however, some differences 
which will be noted. Mississippi and North Carolina showed a sizable in¬ 
crease in the proportion of farmers and farm managers from 1950 to i960 
^See Appendix. 
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for non-white. Mississippi had an increase of 3*26 percent and North 
Carolina showed an increase of 4.46 percent. 
Income.— It is apparent that there is an established interrelation¬ 
ship between the population characteristics under analysis. Thus far, we 
have presented findings on education and labor force participation. In 
this section we will present the available data on income and then attempt 
to show the interrelationship among these variables. 
Available data on income have come from primary and secondary sources. 
Census reports have been utilized along with Governmental Conference Reports. 
A special report was prepared by the Conference on Economic Progress in 
April, 1962, and is entitled Poverty and Deprivation in the United States} 
The importance of this document is in its detailed analysis of the plight 
of two-fifths of a nation. These people are living in poverty and depriva¬ 
tion. Tables 18 and 19 are illustrative of states in which per capita in¬ 
come is lowest and highest. 
These tables suggest that even though the United States is among the 
highly developed countries in the world, some regions are less developed 
than others. Aspects of this underdevelopment include degree of industrial¬ 
ization, per capita income and wealth, levels of education and natural in¬ 
crease. All regions are not underdeveloped on all of these factors, but 
it appears that the South fits this description more than any region in 
the United States. Correspondingly, poverty and deprivation are much 
higher in this region than others. It is interesting to note that of the 
ten states in which the per capita income is lowest, eight are the subjects 
■*"Conference on Economic Progress, Poverty and Deprivation in the 




THE TEN STATES IN WHICH PEN C,LPITA INC01IE 13 LGWEST 
State Per Capita Income 
Mississippi $1,173 
Arkansas I,34I 




North Carolina 1,574 
Louisiana l,6o4 
Georgia 1,608 
West Virginia 1,674 
*3ource: Committee on Economic Progress, Poverty and Deprivation in 
the United States (Washington, 1962), p. 44T Includes in addition 
to cash income the monetary value of food and fuel produced and con¬ 
sumed on the farm, and other nonmonetary income. Data: Department 
of Commerce. 
of this investigation. Only the state of Florida escapes this classifi¬ 
cation. 
It is apparent that poverty and deprivation is related to regions. 
Tables 20, 21, and 22 are illustrative indicators of national and regional 
differences. 
According to the Bureau of the Census and the office of Business 
Economics in the Department of Commerce, families with money incore of 
less than $4,000 live in poverty; unrelated individuals who have incomes 
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T.'JiLE IJ 
TEN STATE3 IN WHICH PHI C/JPITA INCOME 13 HIGHEST* 
States Per Capita Income 
Massachusetts $2,519 
Illinois 2,613 
New Jersey 2,665 
Alaska 2,735 
California 2,741 
New York 2,739 
Nevada 2,844 
Connecticut 2,863 
District of Columbia 3,008 
Delaware 3,013 
*3ource: Committee on Economie Progress, op. cit., p. 44. 
of less than $2,00 are living in poverty. For the year i960, in the T.Test, 
about 43g- percent of all multiple person families lived either in poverty 
or deprivation; in the Northeast, 49g- percent; in the North Central region, 
about 53 percent; and in the South, 63 percent. 
In the West, almost 59 percent of the unattached individuals lived 
in poverty or deprivation; in the Northeast 63 percent; in the North Cen¬ 
tral region, more than 65 percent; and in the South, more than 73 percent. 
Also significant are the findings which reveal that for multiple 
person families (Table 21), 45*7 percent of the whites live in poverty 
and 23 percent live in deprivation. In comparison, the figures for non¬ 
white in poverty and deprivation are 78.8 percent and 13.6 percent, 
*.9 
TABLE 20 
PERCENT OF WHITE .AND NOII-WïIITE UNPæLTED INDIVIDU,\LS 
WITH AIITTNJ, HONEY INCOHES OF INDICATED 
.JiOUITTS, 1560* 
Income Status Percent 
White Non-White 
$7,000 and over Affluence 5.0 1.2 
5,000 - 6,999 Comfort - Affluence 10.0 4.8 
3,000 - 4,999 Comfort 20.4 13.7 
2,000 - 2,999 Deprivation 12.6 13.9 
1,000 - 1,999 Poverty 20.8 18.1 
Under 1,000 Poverty 31.2 48.3 
♦Data: Bureau of the Census. 
T.'iBLE 21 
PATTERN OF INCOME: MULTIPLE PERSON FAMILIES FOR THE 
SOUTH, BY RACE ARID PERCENT, i960* 
Income Status Percent 
White Non-White 
$6,000 and over Comfort - Affluence 36.6 7.6 
4,000 - 5,999 Deprivation 23.9 13.6 
2,000 - 3,999 Poverty 22.7 31.1 
1,000 - 1,999 Poverty 10.0 25.3 
Under 1,000 Poverty 6.8 22.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 
♦Source: Committee on Economic Progress, op. c it., p. 42. 
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TABLE 22 
PATTERN OF IIîCOîLE; UNTREATED INDIVIDU/IA; FOR THE 
SOUTH BY RACE AIID PER CERT, i960* 
Income Status Percent 
hhite Lon-7.Jhite 
$3,000 and over Comfort - Affluence 25-5 6.9 
2,000 - 2,999 Deprivation 12.5 7.4 
1,000 - 1,999 Poverty 20.8 17.5 
Under 1,000 Poverty 4l.2 68.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 
*3ource: Committee on Economic Progress, op. cit., p. 43* 
respectively. Even though only two-fifths of the nation live in poverty, 
regional comparisons suggest, very vividly, that the South is largely a 
region of poverty and deprivation. 
The plight of the non-white raises many questions for analysis. 
Table 20 indicates that for the nation, 66 percent of the non-whites are 
living in poverty as compared to 52 percent of the whites; 12.6 percent 
of the whites are living in deprivation as compared to 13.9 percent of 
the Negroes; and 35 percent of the whites are living in comfort and 
affluence as compared to 19.7 percent of the Negroes. A fuller understand¬ 
ing of these findings is gained when they are related to industry and 
occupations. 
The South which has been traditional^ an agricultural region has 
suffered more than other regions because of the special problems associated 
with farm poverty.1 The Conference on Economic Progress cites the following 
•^•Conference on Economic Progress, op. cit., p. 47. 
51 
reasons for farm poverty'. 
The prine reason for the disparate amount of poverty 
on the farm is that farmers, unlike most others, sell their 
labor and their product for prices determined to a large 
extent by the lair of sunuly and demand, while others to a 
considerable degree administer their prices and their wages, 
national farm policy, originated to counteract this disad¬ 
vantage, has done so only to a very deficient extent. A 
partial solution to farm poverty, vhich vould be available 
if more farmers and farm vorkers could find opportunity at 
higher pay elsewhere, has been frustrated in recent years 
by chronically rising idle manpower and plant almost any¬ 
where.^ 
Aside from the special problem of agriculture, the poverty problem 
is most serious among service workers, laborers (other than farm and mine), 
operative and kindred workers, sale workers, and private household workers. 
Poverty is severest among the unskilled, and among the unorganised workers 
(notably service workers) who are inadequately protected or not protected 
either by collective bargaining or by minimum wage legislation. 
It may be concluded from this discussion that there are close associ¬ 
ations between levels of education and occupational concentrations and 
between occupation and poverty. The national picture suggests that among 
all groups, in all areas, and for both sexes, occupations requiring little 
preparation and yielding low income predominate among elementary school 
2. 
graduates. Interpenetrating these relationships, though, are patterns 
of occupational utilization that are distinctive with respect to race and 
sex. TThatever the educational level, non-whites are underrepresented among 
managers, officials, and non-farm proprietors, as well as among craftsmen, 
foremen, and kindred workers. 
Ibid. For fuller discussion, see these publications of the Confer¬ 
ence On Economic Progress: "Food and Freedom" (i960), "Toward a Hew Farm 
Program" (1958), and "Full Prosperity For Agriculture" (1955)» 
2 
Taeuber and Taeuber, op. cit., pp, 220-221. 
52 
The information on trends in the incomes of non-whites is limited, 
but the difference in the income distributions in 1950 and the changes 
since then have been similar to those in occupational status.^" -Among 
Negroes the trend remains the same, that is the Negro income is lower 
than whites in spite of instances of comparable educational attainment. 
■^United States Bureau of the Census, op. cit.t p. 3 
CHAITÎ.Ü V 
SUMU;Y ANJJ CONCLUSION 
In this investigation there has "been an attempt to get an accurate 
picture of the changing statue of the Negro in the South and to note the 
impact the changes have had on the oouth and the nation. The major em¬ 
phasis was placed one the phenomenon of migration, the redistribution and 
the transformation of the lïegro population. What has been the course of 
the great migration from the South? How far has it gone, and what are its 
prospects? These were the major questions which guided the investigation. 
In the attempt to glean the full impact of these questions an effort was 
made to consider the extent of the assimilation of the Negro to the 
patterns and values of the larger society. To gain an insight on these 
phenomena, natural increase, education, income, and labor force participa¬ 
tion were analyzed in order to note the convergences. 
Findings on population growth suggest that the movement of Negroes 
toward a regional distribution comparable to that of the white population 
has not yet resulted in the achievement of that distribution. Migration 
removed most of the natural increase from the South but it scarcely touched 
the great base population. In relative terms, the proportions of Negroes 
in the total populations were declining in all the states included in 
this investigation. In absolute terms, decline in the numbers of Negroes 
occurred only in Arkansas and Mississippi. It seems that the fundamental 
change in the Negro population wa3 not simply movement from South to North 
hut the movement to industrial sections of the country - North and South. 
This suggests that the exodus from the South would not have been sufficient 
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to ease the pressures within Southern agriculture unless it had been 
accompanied by substantial rural to urban and agricultural to industrial 
movement within the region. If this hypothesis is valid, the fundamental 
adaptations of an increasing population in a rural economy whose manpower 
needs are declining must be movements to jobs outside agriculture and to 
residences off the farms. Migration from the South would occur as oppor¬ 
tunities within Southern cities proved insufficient or as opportunities 
outside the South were known to be more abundant and more adequate. 
The migration findings suggest that the non-white population of the 
nation and the South‘d is now urban and industrial, not rural and agri¬ 
cultural. This means that future redistribution of the non-white popula¬ 
tion within the country must involve primarily movements from one urban 
area to another rather than from rural to urban areas. The prospect is 
that in a few decades, redistribution will have to involve people who were 
born and educated in urban communities. These changes are revolutionary 
in their implications for the development of the Negro population. Im¬ 
plicit in this statement is that a great majority of the Negro population, 
regardless of geographical region, will benefit greatly from the oppor¬ 
tunities offered in urban areas. 
It cannot be denied that the exodus of non-white population from the 
South has created additional social problems for the areas from which they 
migrated and new social problems for the areas in which they setQLed. The 
migration have caused the loss of young adults and newly established 
United States Bureau of the Census. United States Census of Agri¬ 
culture , (Washington, D. C., 1954), Vol. II. This report indicates the 
number of farms operated by non-whites declined 17.1 percent in the four 
years from 1950-1954. The decline amounted to 8.2 percent for owners, 
27.5 percent for sharecrop tenants, and 19.1 percent for croppers. 
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families which in turn left less productive populations to carry on economic 
activities and to support the children and the aged. At the came time it 
transferred the future increase of a substantial proportion of the Negro 
population from the areas where the individuals hud grown in which they 
settled and worked. Major proportions of the people who were trained 
and educated in the Southern states became workers and parents in other 
areas. 
The data on natural increase suggest that the population explosion, 
experienced by the Negro, is of much greater magnitude than that experi¬ 
enced by whites, and further suggest that acute problems face both the 
Negro and the white population in the social, economic, and political 
context of our times. 
The problems of acculturation, intensified by the rapidity of Negro 
population growth in urban areas, will in the present national context 
create serious issues in the coming decades. The issue of segregation, 
for example, is likely to grow more, rather than less, in the period 
immediately ahead. The fact that the Negro is becoming more rather than 
less segregated in metropolitan areas, that increasingly he is coming to 
resent segregation, and that he is rapidly winning greater political power, 
especially with his growing numbers in central cities, indicate that the 
issues surrounding segregation will become much more intense.^- 
Finally, we may conclude that in educational achievement, labor force 
participation, occupational structure, and length of life, the more rapid 
changes in the Negro population characteristics have lessened the differences 
between whites and Negroes. The disadvantages of the Negro have declined, 
"Ssii Ginzherg, The Negro Potential (New York, 1950 
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and his similarities to the whites have increased. The advances were 
products of the participation of the Negro in the general advances in all 
regions and residential areas of the nation. The speed of the advances was 
associated with the migrations of the Negroes from rural to urban areas 
and with their dispersion throughout the nation. 
APPENDIX 
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FlllCEIÎT DUjnrUTIOII OF ET PLOYED PKEOCKG EY I KJCR 
CCCUECXICII G-,CUP, BY ui.CE, G.ÏCt.TIIG GAIKG ,EH) 
LOG",EG Fü \ EUE 3T.ÏTE CF JXXB E..: 
1550 :JD 1960 









Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 5.19 7.69 2.50 1.10 1.32 .22 
Farmers and Farm I Imagers 10.77 4.62 -6.75 4.82 1.71 -3.II 
I'lanagers, Officials, and 
1 roprietors, Except Farm 6.42 7.38 .56 .35 .26 -.09 
Clerical and Kindred Corkers 6.9 3 10. i4 3.16 •32 .51 .19 
îales Workers 5.34 6.12 .78 .27 .25 -.02 
Craft sir en, Foremen, and 
Kindred Yorkers 9.47 18.32 8.85 1.23 i.4i -.13 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 13.37 15.44 2.07 5.54 4.85 .69 
Private Household Workers 2.73 6.15 3.37 2.55 .17 -2.38 
Service T'orkers, Except 
Private Household 2.81 3.19 .38 3.02 3.63 -.66 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.65 1.44 -.21 2.05 1.93 -.12 
Laborers Except Farm and 
Mine 2.73 2.84 .11 4.91 4.25 .66 
Total 68.52 73.35 4.83 31*48 26.65 -4.83 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
1950 and i960. 
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION CF EMPLOYED PERSONS BY MAJOR 
OCCUPATION GROUP, BY RACE, SHOWING GAINS AND 
LOSSES FOR THE STATS OF .ELANSA3: 
1550 /ilID i960 
Vnite Non-White 








Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 5.19 7.69 2.50 1.10 1.32 .22 
Fanners and Farm Managers 10.77 4.62 -6.75 4.82 1.32 -3.11 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 6.1» 2 7.38 .96 .35 .26 -.09 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 6.98 10. i4 3.16 .32 • 51 .15 
Sales Workers 5.34 6.12 .78 .27 .25 -.02 
Cruffcmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 9.47 18.32 8.85 1.28 i.4i -.13 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 13.37 15.44 2.07 5.54 4.85 -.69 
Private Household Workers 2.78 6.15 3.37 2.55 .17 -2.38 
Service "Workers, Except 
Private Household 2.81 3.19 .38 3.02 3.68 - .66 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.65 1.44 -.21 2.05 1.93 -.12 
Laborers, Except Farm and 
Mine 2.73 2.84 .11 4.51 4.25 .66 
Total 68.52 73.35 4.83 31.48 26.65 -4.83 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
1550 and i960. 
PERCEÏW DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED PERSONS BY I'.^JOH 
OCCUPATION GROUP, BY RACE, SHOVING G.iIIIS *SID 
LUSSES FOR THE ST.JJE OF GEOAGLI: 
IS 50 AÏID i960 
White • Non-TThite 








Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 1.32 7.43 6.11 .92 1.06 .14 
Farr.ers and Farm managers 8.82 3.37 -5.45 3.71 .85 -2.82 
Ilanagers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm. 6.77 8.o4 1.27 .36 .28 -.08 
Clerical and Kindred Vorkers 8.13 11.15 2.97 .34 .57 .23 
Sales » orkers 5.77 6.42 .65 .25 .21 .o4 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 9.00 10.34 1.34 1.02 1.31 .25 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 14.82 16.52 1.70 4.89 4.78 -.11 
lrivate Household Workers .27 .55 .23 5.66 5.77 .11 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 2.94 3.77 .83 3.39 3.95 .56 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.57 1.43 -.14 2.75 2.44 -.51 
Laborers, Except Farm and 
Vine 2.45 2.25 -.20 5.03 3.95 -1.31 
Total 65.03 73.87 4.84 30.57 26.13 -4.84 
Characteristics of the Population, Source: United States Bureau of the Census. 
1950 and info. 
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PEGCEUT DIÜT.ŒBUTIOIÏ OF EMPLOYED FS.E0IT3 BY MAJOR 
OCCUPATION GROUP, BY IUCE, SHOWING G.ULJ3 nllD 
LOOSE 3 FOI TIIB S'HTE OF L0UI3L.J.U: 
1L.50 HÎID i960 
White ' Non-White 








Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 7.00 8.92 1.92 .98 1.31 .33 
Farmers and Farm Managers 6.28 2.35 -3.93 3.97 •93 -3.O4 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 7.96 8.72 .76 .50 .4i 
o> 
0
 • 1 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 9.36 11.27 1.91 .4i .65 .24 
Bales Workers 6.O8 6.22 .14 .34 .31 - .03 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 9.99 10.79 .80 1.54 1.60 .06 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 10.49 11.24 .75 4.53 5.12 .59 
Private Household Workers .33 .61 .28 41.66 5.51 .85 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 4.i4 4.86 .72 3.83 2.64 -1.24 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen i.4i .99 
O
J • 
1 2.81 1.84 -.97 
Laborers Except Farm and 
Mine 3.78 2.81 -.97 5.81 4.73 -I.08 
Total 68.79 71.61 2.82 31.21 28.39 -2.82 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. 
1950 and i960. 
Characteristics of the Population, 
61 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION CF El PLOYED PERSONS BY HaJOR 
OCCUP.OTIOH GROUP, BY IUCE, SHOWING GalID AUD 
LOSSES FC < THE ST.'H'E OF FLORID, a 
IS 50 AIID IS 60 
T hite ifon-TiLite 








Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred .orkers 7.28 9.51 2.23 .78 .75 -.03 
Farmers and Farm Managers 3.27 .77 -2.5O .71 1.11 •4o 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 11.07 10.88 -.19 .44 .26 -.18 
Clerical and Kindred ""orkers 9.91 12.65 2.74 .24 .35 .11 
Gales Workers 7.70 7.89 .19 .28 .18 -.10 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 12.16 12.50 .34 .56 .98 .02 
Operatives and Kindred 
Vf orkers 9.80 9.54 -.26 3.50 2.SI -.59 
Private Household Workers .74 .90 .16 4.44 3.61 -.83 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 6.31 6.84 .53 3.42 3.10 -.32 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 2.08 1.42 -.66 4.56 2.44 -2.14 
Laborers, Except Farm and 
Mine 3.11 2.68 -.43 4.93 3.13 -1.85 
Total 75.10 80.61 5.51 24.50 is. 60 -5.30 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. 
IS50 and i960. 
Characteristics of the Population 
62 
micETT Dur.aüUTirn OF EMPLOYED r-’-nons BY HAJC t 
occup.noii GHOUP, BY ro.CE, SIIOTIIIG G..un .JID 
LCD3LG FOd THE ET iTE CF JO .TH C.JICLIK.i: 
1950 AITD 1560 
White ITon-TAiite 








Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 5.01 6.80 1.79 .50 1.07 .17 
Farr; era and Farm Managers 1.09 5.81 4.72 .46 i.s-4 .43 
Managers, Officiais, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 6.13 6.51 .38 .29 .22 -.07 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 6.44 5.12 2.68 .23 .34 .11 
Sales Workers 9.60 6.24 .64 .21 .19 -.02 
Craftsnen, Foreaen, and 
kindred Porkers 9.35 10.54 1.19 1.07 1.12 .05 
Operatives and Kindred 
Corkers 20.03 21,18 1.10 3.91 3.66 -.25 
Private Household .orkers .4o .61 .21 3.42 3.82 .4o 
Gervice Workers, Except 
Private Household 2.87 3.71 
^
r 
co • 2.42 3.44 .02 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.81 1.88 .07 2.02 2.72 .70 
Laborers Except Farm and 
Mine 2.53 2.34 .19 3.25 2.70 .45 
Total 74.56 78.33 3.37 25.04 21.67 3.37 
oource: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
1950 and 15 60. 
63 
rmcniff DIST.JBUTIOIï CF E PLOYED PEHSOHS EY MAJOR 
OCCUP.JTIOII GROUP, BY RACE, IHOWIHG GiJIIS .AID 
LOSSES FOR THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI: 
1550 Aim 1560 
tin it e Hon- hite 




Loss 1550 1560 
Percent 
Gain or 
Lo s s 
Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 4.63 6.50 1.82 1.08 1.47 .39 
Fanners and Farm Managers 1.34 5.30 4.46 1.55 4.81 3.26 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 5.60 7.09 1.49 .46 .42 -.o4 
Clerical and Kindred 
Porkers 5.13 7-99 2.86 .24 .35 .11 
Sales Workers 4.33 5.13 .80 .28 .26 -.02 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 6.09 8.62 2.53 1.39 1.74 .35 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 7.47 2.65 -4.82 4.39 4.94 .55 
Private Household Workers 1.53 4.86 3.23 3.06 2.16 -.90 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 2.22 3.27 1.05 2.81 3.75 .94 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.27 1.82 .55 3.80 7.68 3.88 
Laborers Except Farm and 




 • -.28 
Total 55.88 63*06 7.18 44.12 36.74 -7.38 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
IS 50 and 106O. 
64 
PKÎGEîW DI3TKI3UTI0N OF EMPLOYED PERSONS BY MaJOil 
OCCUP/E'IGil G XUP, B r KaCE, 3H0UIIIG GAINS .JID 
LGS3E3 FOTi THE ST.JE OF SOUTH ailOLII'U: 
1950 AUD I960 
r.hite Jon-Hiite 








Professional, Technical, and 





1.21 1.34 .13 
Farmers and Farm Managers 6.96 3.09 3.87 7.07 2.61 4.46 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 5.58 6.17 .57 .29 .24 -.05 
Clerical and Kindred 
Workers 5.59 8.56 2.97 .18 .32 .i4 
Tries Workers 5-34 6.i4 .80 .19 .20 .01 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred borkers 8.43 9.69 1.26 1.47 1.66 .19 
Operatives and Kindred Fori ers 18.46 20.15 1.69 4.36 1.87 -2.49 
Private Household Workers .24 .42 .18 5.10 5.82 .79 
service Workers, Except 
Private Household 2.48 3.18 .70 2.50 3.28 .73 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 1.33 1.25 -.13 4.00 4.43 -. 43 
Laborers Except Farm and 





J » -.51 
Total 63.93 69.97 6.o4 36.07 30.03 -6.o4 
Source : United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Ponrlntion. 
1950 und l^i'O. 
65 
PEiCEÜT DIoT {IDUTIOîJ CF El PLOYED FEUOil:: BY IL;JOB 
ÜCCUP.PIOII G.xCUP, BY ILiCE, SIÎOWIIIG G. JIÏ3 .JD 
LODE J FOB TUB STATE CF TEIJIEGGEE: 
1550 DD I960 
Vhite • Uon-Lhite 
Major Occupation Group 
1950 IS 60 
Percent 
Gain or 




Professional, Technical, and 
Kindred Workers 6.56 8.47 1.91 .60 .68 .08 
Farmers and F. rm Managers 1.35 6.43 5.08 .20 .82 .62 
Managers, Officials, and 
Proprietors, Except Farm 6.92 7.12 .20 .25 .17 -.08 
Clerical and Kindred 
Workers 8.69 H.05 2.36 .30 .42 .12 
Sales Workers 6.13 6.73 .60 .17 .14 
0
 • 1 
Craftsmen, Foremen, and 
Kindred Workers 10.85 11.53 .68 .92 .31 -.n 
Operatives and Kindred 
Workers 15.57 18.00 2.03 2.94 2.70 -.24 
Private Household Workers .56 .94 .38 3.05 3.11 .06 
Service Workers, Except 
Private Household 3.76 4.89 1.13 3.05 2.94 -.n 
Farm Laborers and Farm 
Foremen 2.53 2.20 "•33 .30 .83 .03 
Laborers Except Farm and 
Mine 3.63 3.45 -.13 2.45 1.95 .50 
Total 82.7^ 84.52 1.78 17.26 15.48 1.78 
Source: United States Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Population, 
1?50 and 1960. 
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